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Identification of prior art discussed: Wachi and Takahashi et al. . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)E3 was not reached. h)D N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The Applicant's representative discussed the proposed claim 
amendments that incorporated the limitation "a bezel encompassing the panel and being coated or impregnated with a 
conductive material to provide shielding from electromagnetic interference, the conductive material of the bezel being 
in electrical contact with the conductive material of the panel" as overcoming the prior art of record. As argued by the 
applicant's representative the previous pieces of prior art grounded the panel mounted in front of a display using clasp 
as taught in Takahashi or a metal strip as taught in Wachi. According to the applicant's representative both references 
lacked in teaching this method of grounding by bezel which according to the applicant's representative provided such 
improvements as eliminating a step in manufacturing or reducing the need for a costly metal strip. The Examiner 
stated that these arguments would be fully considered when the formal response was received, but did offer the 
position that this different method of grounding did not necessarily offer an unexpected result and may have been a 
simple matter of design choice. It was agreed that a further search would be completed on the proposed claims at the 
time the official response was entered but no agreement towards the patentability of the claims could be made at this 
time . 



